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ABSTRACT 

Th^ Institutional Research Office at Delgado Collegfe 
(Louisi^ana) developed a cam'pu s-based mini-gran.t program awarding 
funds to individual faculty members proposing projects to improve 
instruction,' Inservice workshops assisted the faculty in / 
grant-writing and research development skills before grant proposals 
were solicited. Criteria for cicceptance of proposals were: (1) the 
number of students i;o^ be affected; (2) the instructional problem 
under atta.ck; (3) the proposed solution to the problem^ its benefits 
to the student^y and the -specificity :of^ conception ; . 0) the expected 
results ancT fut^are usef uliiess'^of' the methods and materials to , 
students and other teachers; an^ (5) the determination of effective 
evaluation procedures for studenf achievejnent^ the methods and 
materials used. The successful program resulted in faculty awareness 
of the Res.earch Officers commitment to instruction and of the 
specific supportive skilly -a vailabLe through that, off ice. Appendices 
includ^e descriptipns ;9,f the^975 mi_iti-grants awarded^ the composition 
of'^he evaluating couhcil^ afid the evaluation form and criteria. 
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^ Mini-Grants 

o 

INTRODUCTION " 



The role of Institutional research has been defined and rede- 
fined, but, in actuality / each institution essentially , evolves « its 

r 

own unique role for its institutional research officer, ^Dressel, 
in his book Institutional Research in the^ University : A Handbook , 
provides a somewhat negative image of institutional research -when 
he writes that the basic purpose is to: . 

* •••probe deeply into the workings of an institution 
for evidence of weaknesses or flaws which interfere 
with the attainment of purposes or which utilize an - 
overdue amount of resources in so doing. In the re- 
' s^arcH for flaws, no function, individual, or unit 
should be regarded *as off-limits, (p. 23.) ' / 

Unfortunately , there are always those on campus who with no 
encouragem'^nt seek out ^f laws in an institution. Should they be 
considered natural research officers? The' point being made is 
that we feel institutional^ research shcfula not be considered the 
academic counterpart of the financial ana fii^cal auditor of the 
college. In organizational terms. Institutional research should 
not be functionally or structurally isolated from the educatrlonal 
functions of the college such as te^hing, counselling, and advis- 
in'g^ It should be central 4:o the educational processes^ and con- 
sidered from a constructive point as a/supportive service to 
effect needed organizational change. 
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For the preceaing reason ana others to be mentioned later, 
Delgado and its Kes^arch and Development Division in the spring 
of 1975 initiated a minl-gx*ant: j)ro^gram for faculty. Preparation 
for this grarit program was be^gun^a^year or so prior to the actual 
in-stitution of the program wl|ep:_^^^anr-ivriting workshop, resulting 
in a published manual, ana a Ue^^^ on the use of computers were 

offered to the 'faculty ana ^t&ff as part of the professional devel- 
opment program of the college.! In these workshops, college person- 
nel were shown how to write a' grant — the importance of writing to 
guidelines, being complete, eo^erent, and concise, and especially 
the importance of being innovative. In the Statistical Packages 

for the Social ' Sciences workshop, tRe -faculty were taught how to 

• ft *" ' 

use a canned computer program, select needed infromation, punch 

V • ^ 

computer cards, ana read results of requested information. 

Purposes 

' The purposes for which workshops were held and a mini-grant 

system begun were primarily five in number. They were to: 

# Encourage and assist faculty in th.e aevelopment or 

specific grant -writing skill^^hich could later be ' ; 

utilized for securing larger feaeral> state , local 

or foundation grants. There is nothing that works . ' 

better than a "hands-on" grant writing experience I 

An important and beneficia'l spillover effect also ^ 

results in those faculty and administrative members - ; 

who serve as readers'^ and evaluators of the mini-grants. 

\ ' ^ ' • 

• Encourage ana assist faculty to develop' ^nd sharpen^ 
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specific research skills. . These skills have carry- 
over benefits for otheiN courses as well as for other 
faculty members. - , 

# Empha&ize institutional commitment to Instruct ionally . 
oriented research. .Recognition of such efforts by 
the faculty through the aflrding of mini-grants i.s sin 
important institutional strategy for change. 

# Emt)hasize another dimension of the role of research 
as a change agent specifically and directly involved 

' in instruction in a supportive, nuturing, and en- 
couraging role. ^ ^ . 

# Make faculty members become more aware of specific sup- 
portive skills ;avaiiable to them in^the research^ de- 
partment such as expertise in test construction with 
reference to reliability, validity, and learning theory. 

There are obviously other purposes which could.be listed. The 
preceding were felt, however, to^be the main objectives of 'our^ro- 
gram. Also, these stated purposes., present an opportunity for mea- 
surement of accomplishment by unobstrusive means. • * 

Administration \ 

The instructional imporvements grants program was administered 
by the Research and Grants Management ^Department with $2,000 from 
National Science Foundation funds being used to finance faculty 
proposals . ' . . i 

A letter was sent from the Researchiand Grants -* Management De- 
partment to all faculty members inviting phem to submit grant 



proposals inwhich they set torth their, ideas for instructional' 
improvement,. At the same time, a Council for Instructio^pal im- 
proVement was established cdnsissting of ten mejnbers from the 
three sections of the college'-^-~Campijts Operations and Academic, 
Affairs, Rehabilitation and Student Affairs,' and Administration 
and Fi*scal Affairs. • Council members were to r^ad and evaluat,e 
the submitted proposals according to criteria y/hich were given. to' 
them^ to" guide their decisions. ^' 

Complete direction'^s or guidelines were attacheci to the letter 
sent to the faculty as well as the format be followed and the ' 
criteria that would be used by the Council for Instructional Im- 
provemeht for evaluating submitted' proposals . It was stressed 
that favorable consi.deration would be glven^ to projects that were 
designed to improve instruction in high enrollment courses or in 
courses that .could be shown to occupy a central place in the de- 
partment or college curri&uium and to develop inheritable systems 
of instruction; that is, uhe' tangible results should be reuseabie 
by future students taught by the proposer ^ag^j^^ell as by students ' 
taught by faculty colleagues. 

The format to be followed by faculty members consisted of 
quest ioiis ,^ the answers to which resulted' in a thorough description 
of the proposal. For exaijiple: ^ 

\. Coufse and number of students who will benefit. 
^ 2. A concise and thorough explanation of the instruc- 
. tional problem. - ^ . 

3' Proposed solution ana expected results. 
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Means to be usea to determine the effectiveness 
of the proposed method bf improving student 
learaing. ^ ^ 

5. Founds requested and complete budget. - - ' ; 

6. Appendix of supportive material pertinent to the . 
problem, including letters of endorsement from « 
department chairman and divisional dean. 

?• Resume of proposer. ^ 
Ten copies of the proposal were subfnjttted on or before an 
established due date. The due date was strictly adhered to by 
all faculty who submitted grants. . ^ * ' 

The ten members of the Council^ for Instructional Improvement 
were given popies of all ' proposals as well as criteri^^ to be used 
for evaluation purposes. Grants were evaluated on a s^ale of '1-5 
with 1 the lowest and 5 the highest. The criteria usea w^re as 
follows : ' . .( * ' ' 

1. Extent of Proposed Program 
' f. This means the number of students who will be* 

reached. We at De^C^a^o have found that instruc- 
tionai problems are more liKely *to exist in ' our 
high enrollment classes, than in smaller classes. 
Also, potential return will probably 'be greater 
when large number of students are affected. We 
arbitrarily decided on the following scale for 
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rating purposes i 

Ratl>ng -^. N'umber .of Students 

1 ' ' \. 99 & below ' V ' 

2 100 --'19^, 

3 • . ' / ^ 200.- 299 • ' 
i| ■ ' 300 - 399 

5 ' 400 &, above . 
For sophomore courses,^ the numbers' we're idwei:; 

' Rating * Number of Sbudents 

• 1 ' 50 & below 

. 2 ■ 51-99 , 

3 100 - 1^19 

1| _ 150 - 199 

5 ' ' 200 & above 

Instructional Problem 

The ^r^poser was as^ked to demonstrate that students 
were not adhieving the stated course objective's to ex- 
tent desired. These objectives could be, for example, 
affective skills (personality development, self- 
actualized efforts, value judgments), cognitive ' skills 
(analytical thinking, decision making) or psVcho-motor 
'skills (manual dexterity, eye-hand coordination). 
Reasons were to be given why obj4ctives were not bein^g 
met in terms of inability to provide students witl)'the 
necessary -conditions for learning. These might include 
^ a'. An instructional pa^e wnich does not take into 
' account students with different backgrounds and 

8- . • ■ ' 



different rates of iQarnlng. 
b. Lack of sufficient practice to learn deslrea 

. » Skill- ' • . ' ^ 

c* Adequate Instructional .guidance .oppprtunlty , 
for reaching objectives, and 'f^edb.ack not 
bying available thus making it difficult or 
impossible for .student's to acquire, and. demon- 
' 3trate desired objectives* 
Proposer was askea to give reasons why the preceding 
three conditions could not be met within the course 
as it is established. It was emphasized that this 
item would be carefully evaluated bec^se of its 
Importance to the solution. ^ ^ 
Proposed Solution 

TJ^e proposer was asked to show clearly how his 
solution woula benefit the students. Ciea? goals and 
objectives were requlrea for proper evaluation. In 
addition the proposer was asKed for a system by which 
student learning 'coula be gulaed and evaiuate.d, ahd 
how the methoas or materials being aeveloped could 
be 4istrlbuted . 

Proposals could be changed as implementation pro- 
ceeded, but t.he committee required a well-developed 
plan- * * 

• ( \ 

Expected Results 

A thdrough description ol' expected results was 
requested by the committee. Changes will, be permittea 
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as^ program progresses so long as reas.Qns^are given^ 
In*oraer for the* committee to evaluate this section 
of the proposa^l/ the following :Crite.ria were used. 

a . \ .bxpected . results should be listed such as 

individuallzea packets will, be designed 
oV 6 fbrmal spoken 'English tapes producea." 
(Vague expectea results were rated' low. The ^ ^ 
^ committee felt that perhaps the faculty i^iember 
' • haa not thought out his project ^adequately . ) 

b. No one expects miracles, but some ta^egible 
results are expected. The number estimated 
above should be realistic. WJiat can a faculty 
member reasonably produce within a^ semester? 

c. " The* results should be useable by students 

' ' taught by propo.ser (now and later) as well 
. as. by students of colleagues. Inheritance ^ 
value was ratea high. (Charisma of iastbuctor 
added 0 to^ratingl) " < 

d. Results should Incluae procedures that will^ 
Check ana facilitate student learning, and, 
also} provide access to the aeveloped learning 
methods ahd materials. For instance; where 
will materials be housed for easy student- 
instructor access? Will tests be ca^puterizea^? 
Will therfe be pre-tests, post-te6ts? 

Determination x>f Effective Evalu»:tlon Proceaures 

Proposers were asked to describe how'^thgy intena 

10 



to evaluate ^heir developed products or tejch- 
• nlques<^' It was 'suggestea that evaluat i'ons . in- ^ 
elude,:. - . ' . • >■ * ^ ' 

a* A way to measure student achievemfentT— pre^.test 
post-test, ability to use information learned, • 
b. A way to measure stuaef^freact ion to proposer/ S 
met'nod--satlsfaction , guggestior^'', etc • j - 



0. A way to measure tangible results (paclj:ets; 
' / , tapes , etc . ) • » ' . ^ 

d. A way- to meksure overall project fef r^ctivefiess • 
(Success in advanced cc^urses, employme*nt , etc.)- 
The Council for Iffstruct ional Improvement^ held several meet- 

■ ^ \ 

ings ^fter members hac^ *read the proposals. Unclear portions \of 
proposal's were discu^ea and, at times, clarified at these meetings. 
If not, the proposer was requested to meet with the committee and 
answer questions. ' i * * ^ v, 

Each member of the council then ratea all proposals inaividual- 
ly and assignee a certain amourjt of money to the proposals^he 'd-eened^ 
worthy of funding. Averages were taken of the assigned amounts ana 
results submitted to the Research and Grants t)eVelc)pment Department. 



The Director of the Research and Grants Develo^iment Department 

v.. ^ 

and the Institutional Researcl> Offic-er follow^ the same procedures 
*as the council ana atteriaed'meetings- of the Council to discuss the 
proposals. .They oubmittea inaivldual evaluations of the grants and 
their results were tabulated separatelypilrom thos^e of the council 
and an average taken of their results. Both sets of averages were 
then submitted t<^the Vice President 'tor Uampus Operations ana 
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Aca.demic ATfairs- for his comnvents . ' •He, In turn-, submlttted the 
compl^fete package. to\ the president for'^isf^oval. 

Results ' ' ■ " ^ . < * ' 

* ■ ' J* . ^ ' . 

Thp results the tnlnl-grant prograun ivere all that we hopea 



for. iPa'cuity Interest In -'iiew/ different , Innovative terfcfalng 

Ideas has been stlmulat^a to judge from campus comment. ' An everf 

.V greater? number of proposals' la antlclpatea next year.- > ."^ . 
' \. , • . . \ ^ ^ ^ , • . .. 

The cqll*ege plans to allocate funds from Its general ^budget 

to perpetuate and enlarge feh^e mlnl-glrant^rogram next year*. 

• ' ' t? ^ ^ ^ ' % 

\ ' ^ ' ^ " ^ ' ^ ' » > 

Suppor5< by the admirilstrat ion of faculty teachlng*.o^j ectlves will 

' be reinforced by -^e v^aliability of these funas. 

Problems arose (Jurlytg the course of the program, too. Lively 

discussions and comprojnises occurred. ^11 proposals were worthy" 

of funding and decisions w^ere difr^cu^t^ tp jnake. The $2,000 'sum 

was'grossly ioadequatei- \Bixt these were nice problem^s. ^ : 

; ' ' * . ■ , , ' c . ' \ 

There were other problems too. Some evaluator? lagged behind 

in their reading. Discussions bogged^ dd^n wnet^/council members- 

were unprepared. Also, some proposers were on annual leave, some 

•. * ^ ' * * ^ ^ . ^ ' , . 

on another* campus, and, consequently, arrangements for them to 

attencj meetings became more Involved ' ' 2 



Considerations 



*' If your institutlpn Intends to Initiate an in-house grant pro- 
gram, ther\^re certSiin observations concerning t"he program at 
Delgado which might prove useful. -i? ' ^ . ^ ^ 

• • Timing is a cnlticar factor. 

ff ^ • ; ' 

r A period of no l^.ss than one montti should be proviaed - 
fov proposal development and another month for reading. 
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evaluation, and awarding of grsyirs. It "1.3 sug- 
gested' that proposals be written and submitted 
during the sprfng semester, with awards maae in 
the .summer for projects ro begin in the Tall 
semester. • * ' 

Dates should be'firm"^ . Althoughr we are not .a 
federal agency, cur-^orf dates must, be'stricrly 

adherea to unless a specific waiver is given 

■* ' 
for cause/ This ip particul'^rly important for 

tne grant • submission dare* 

Grant Evaluators and^ Selection * The grant^valua- 
.toirs should be 'reppesent:ative of various sections 
and^ divisions o-f the college"^ and somewhat; knowl*edge- 
able about grant writing.* While ir is gooa to 
mitviare personnel. to the process, it is imporram; 
that there be a. core of persons already knowleage- 
able and appreciative ,oi: the grant-writing p-rogram. 
Proposal^ Ratings. There should be a clear process 
by which proposals atre rated.' This process should 

a 

be in writing ana made known to everyone- The 
process aria forms musr be simple zo avoia confusion 
ana misunaerstanding^. TheVe should also be some 
check ana bal'Snce system; for instance, our research . 
dep_artrn.ent rated separately from the council evalua- - 
tors so chac two- unbiased ratl^igs could -be achieved . 
ar^l^combined., ^ ' • / 

Proposal Award - This award should be made by the 
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presiaenr, and €^ I'^trer' of award' 'shoula • be sent- 
to'each person receiving one* ^.Also, the knnounce- 
raent for publlcarJ.on should come frbm^rhe president ? s 
office/ If. you Wish to use an exainpl(e^, you can 
refer to rhe announcement of federal grants f^ 
••your respective institutions*. Doesn^r your congress- 
man make the formal announcement? ♦ , 

Items, To Be Funded / It should 'be clear what items 
are. to .fee funded In the proposal request. For 
example, will rhe Ins-ritution pay for releasee in- \ 
strucrional time/ equipment, supplies, consultants,^ 
stuaenr labor, and so on? These questions should be 
resolved early because doubt about what is to be . 
funded can lead to 'difficulties • 

One last consiaeration > ^ Jhe effort expended is well 
worth tl^e result. Problems that developed were, those 
of inexperienc^e only. In^fact, we at Delgado College' 
look- forward JDO a Relatively probleta-free mini-grant-' 
program in 1975-r76. ' / " ^ . ' 
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Mini-Grants Awarded 
' 1975 
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Delgado College * 

Ok 

Mini-Grants Awarded 1975 



Personalized Self-Paced Instruction for ■ ' 
Louisiana History.'/ . ' - , ' 

/Applicants -propose an alternative to traditional 
lecture method of teaching Louisiana History by 
designing a self-paced individual workbook. 
Funds requestd'd for a research assistant to help 
in evaluation" of effectiveness ,of text. 

Funds recommended^ by Council^ .$737. — ^ - — 

♦ ^ — _ - - 

Organization and I-mplemen^tation .of Clerical and 
Businesd Programmer Studeafc^l with ^Special Needs. 

Applic-ant proposes a program for* linguistically, 
educationally, 'aiad*' economically .disadvantaged ' * 
students (appro!)^ma%el-y 25) ^o help them attain* 
,a functional level 'for college- secretarial- 
courses. Learnlhg aids^; and irLdi>l^duallzed * 
packets ar^e tiJ be developed and funds are requested 
for a recorder* cassette racks, ovV^ead^ proj aeiory 
and film strip projector which are -needed in thf - 
preparation of original material and teaching alds.^ 

Funds recommended by Council $560. - 



Alternative Speech Library. 

Ap^plicant proposes, an alternative speech library 
to assist 'students who experience difficulty wtth 
formal spoken JEnglfsh. Funds are requ^ested for 
100-200 Cassette tapes and a cassette • system* 

Funds recommended by Council $507- 



Enhancement of Philosophy and Sociology Programs 
with Original Slides of Levant.. • ' ' , 

The proposer will be in^the Levant for the 
summer and ^ requests^ funds for additional travel 
andr-for ^ths development of slide presentations 
for ptiilosophy and sociology courses. 

Funds' reconunended by Council $46 .501 
These funds were recommended 
for slides. No funds were 
recommended for additional 
travel • 



Improvement in Work Adjustment Techniques 
Through' Irj-Service Training and Follow-up. 

Applicants wish to conduct an investigation 
which will utilize folloW^up data as a basis 
for improving the work adjustment services 
of the D^lgado Rehabilitation Center . 

Funds recommencied by Council 
for expendable supplies $l6'b. 
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COMPOSITION OP INSTRUCTIONAL IM?ROVEM|g|COUN.CIL 




Campus Operations arid Academic Affairs V, -> _ 

Academic Deans or'th^ir representatives fe o 

/ . • ■ , 

Rehabilitation and 'Student Affairs 

- ' ^ , 
'Assist^ftt Vice President ■ Tof^ 
Rehabilitation and Student Affairs 



.Administrative and Fiscal Affairs 
H ^Dii^ctor of Auxiliary Enterprise^^^ 



1 

Total - 10 



COMPOSITION OF RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT? COUNCIL 



Director of Re^arch and Grants Management 
Institutional Research Officer 



Total 



1 
1 
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COUNCIL FOR INSTRUCTIONAL ItlPROVEMENT 
Evaluation Form 



Name of Proposer: 




Rate each proposal against the stated criteria. Assign ratings using a five-point scale &s 
follows: 5, very favorable; A, favorable; 3, average; 2, unfavorable; 1, very unfavorable- 



1. Extent of Proposed Program (numl?er of students to be reached)^ 
2* Instructional problem: _ 
3* Proposed solution: . „ 

4. Expected results: _ 

5. Evaluation procedures ^ 

TOTAL RATING 



2- 
3^ 



4. 
5. 



Total 



6. Overall rating of the proposal 



7. 'Remarks on budget: 



/ 



8. Remarks on overall rating: 



it 



9. Recommended svm: 
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